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SENATOR NEWELL: So no employee could, in fact, wet more
than the 64$?

SENATOR KOCH: I w111 let that to the Chairman of the
Appropriations Committee. I can't answer that.

SENATOR NEWELL: Senator Marner, can you answer that
quest1on for me? Does this guarantee that no emplovee
wil' get more than 64$? Could Senator Warner's mike be
turned on .

SENATOR WARNER: Thank you. The bill as it was orielna~lv
drafted, Senator Newell, and how it would read, if Senator
Koch's anendment does perm1t up to a maximum, no'. t o e x c eed
a maximum of 10?' for any given employee and that lan~awe
I believe is in there with or without the '4faxev amendment so
that 1sn't affected and, of course, the funds that could ~o
t hat . . . .

SENATOR NEWELL: I missed what you sai.d, Senator Warner.
Could you do that one more time for me?

SENATOR WARNEH: See, I don't believe that the Naxev amend­
ment struck that limitation of not to exceed 19w to an
ind1v1dual employee. The funds, of course, could come
from a variety of places. Not only the 24": but such things
as vacancy savings, this type of th1ng, which we are con­
stantly reminded that on the whole, at least, the ?ul'
amount that 1s appropriated for salar1es is not utilized
for salaries and so there would be funds over and above
the b4$, at least in the larger agencies where vacancies
occur for adJustments over and above that.

SENATOR NEWELL: Is there any guarantee that, then,
Senator Warner, the only guarantee is that evervbody will
get the 4$ but then it is totally disc -=tionarv eor the
rest of it all the way up to 105? So in fact, some peoole
could get a 4$. Some get a 10$ raise. Very 11ttle uni­
formity and 1t is totally discret1onary as to the deoartment
head, 1s that correct? Is that a correct understanding?

SENATOR WARNER: I don't think I would use those words,
Senator Newell. I would say that a department head has
the responsibility as well as the author1ty and what we
pay for department heads they ought to assume the respon­
sibility. In those instances where there would not be
acceptable performance by an employee, why they would not
get probably more than the 4$. Those vis1ts I have had
w1th agency heads have ind1cated they expect to give F4»
virtually to everyone.

SENATOR NEMELL: I have a dime here and I need to work on
the last part of it. Basically, I oppose the Koch amend­
ment which is bas1cally the Warner amendment and the reason
I oppose it is simply this. The question of discretion is
a very grave problem when it has been riven in the past.
The history of' this whole wage experience throughout the
state, and I am somewhat familiar w1th th1s whole exoer­
1ence, has been that there is a great deal of, let's sar,
camarader1e and that the money tends to be c hanneled t o
the upper echelons of the department and so forth. In
departments such as the Department of Roads, where large
departments or large number of employees, then it is ~or
local supervisors to be determ1ned what the discretionarv


